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Hon.  Robert  F.  Wagner,  Mayor 
City  Hall 

New  York  7  ,  New  York 

Dear  Mayor  Wagner: 

I  respectfully  submit  a  report  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  in  response  to  your  request  for  a  review  of  various 
proposals  for  improved  rapid  transit  facilities  in  Queens. 

As  you  know,  this  Commission  has  become  in- 
creasingly involved  in  various  aspects  of  the  City's  transportation 
problems  —  as  your  representative  on  the  Tri -State  Transportation 
Committee,  as  the  responsible  agency  in  the  preparation  of  the 
Capital  Budget  and  Program ,  and  under  our  Charter  obligations  to 
develop  a  comprehensive  master  plan  for  the  mass  transportation 
needs  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

On  the  basis  of  our  combined  experience  in  the 
many  facets  of  transportation  planning  before  us ,  we  are  proposing 
a  course  of  action  and  specific  recommendations  which  we  believe 
will  provide  faster,  more  economical  and  more  effective  transit 
relief  for  Queens  —  and  will  point  the  way  toward  developing  a  mean- 
ingful mass  transit  improvement  program  on  a  City -wide  and  Regional 
level.      These  are  recommendations  which  have  been  developed  as 
part  of  our  on-going  comprehensive  planning  process  and  are  based  on  the 
best  data  available  to  us. 


There  are  no  easy  solutions  to  our  transit  problems. 
We  will  have  to  work  hard  to  get  various  interests,  myriad  agencies 
and  different  levels  of  government  to  focus  upon  this  problem  which 
affects  them  all.   And,  we  will  have  to  work  even  harder  to  find  the 
funds  to  implement  the  plans  finally  agreed  upon. 

The  success  of  any  fundamental  long-range  transit 
program  hinges  upon  the  ability  to  view  our  transit  problems  with  a 
broadened  perspective,  and  to  be  willing  to  shape  new  tools  and 
develop  new  techniques  to  do  the  job.    In  this  regard,  your  well- 
established  leadership  in  seeking  greater  regional  cooperation  should 
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serve  the  City  well  in  charting  a  course  toward  better  transportation 
in  New  York  and  the  Region  it  serves. 

The  recommendations  set  forth  in  this  report  are 
consistent  with  your  views  that  the  City  act  promptly  to  meet  the  transit 
needs  of  the  City  of  New  York  and  of  Queens.    However,  because  any 
plan  involving  major  construction  of  new  transit  facilities  will  take 
many  years  to  complete,  the  members  of  this  Commission  recommend 
that  our  proposed  action  program  —  designed  to  provide  short-term 
relief  as  well  as  meet  the  longer  range  needs  for  Queens  transit  im- 
provements —  be  launched  without  delay.    We  firmly  believe  that  the 
proposals  outlined  in  this  request  are  the  logical  first  steps  in  developing 
a  broad  program  of  mass  transit  improvements  for  the  City  of  New  York. 
Of  course,  the  members  of  this  Commission  and  its  staff  stand  ready  to 
serve  you  in  any  Way  you  may  see  fit  to  achieve  this  necessary  and 
worthwhile  goal. 


Sincerely, 


Acting  Chairman 
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SUMMARY      OF      CONCL  U  SIGNS 


It  is  mandatory  that  the  City  of  New  York  look  beyond  its  own  resources 
to  finance  necessary  new  transit  improvements  that  serve  an  entire  region. 
The  most  modest  program  for  high  priority  expansion  and  improvement  of 
rapid  transit  service  will  cost  in  the  vicinity  of  $500  million.  The 
City  of  New  York  cannot  finance  such  a  program  within  the  framework  of 
existing  sources  of  funds  without  bringing  other  vital  services  and  pro- 
grams to  a  standstill. 

The  provision  of  transit  relief  in  Queens,  in  Manhattan's  East  Midtown, 
and  in  Upper  Manhattan  and  The  Bronx  is  of  highest  priority.    Any  basic 
solution,  therefore,  must  provide  this  relief.    Neither  the  Transit 
Authority  proposal  or  the  Citizens'  Budget  Committee  proposals  are 
satisfactory  in  this  regard. 

The  most  logical,  most  efficient,  and  most  economic  transit  relief 
available  to  Queens  can  be  achieved  on  both  a  short-range  and  long- 
range  basis  by  adapting  several  Long  Island  Rail  Road  facilities  within 
the  City  to  a  lower-fare,  higher  capacity  operation.    Through  capital 
and  operating  subsidy  by  City,  State  and  Federal  funds,  the  passengers 
in  Queens  now  living  in  two-fare  zones  could  be  afforded  good  trans- 
portation well  below  the  current  Long  Island  rates.    Ultimately,  such 
service  could  be  integrated  into  the  City' s  rapid  transit  system  after 
new  tunnel  connections  are  constructed. 

Other  short-term  operational  improvements  currently  underway  or  under 
consideration  by  the  Transit  Authority  could  make  effective  progress  in 
reducing  current  passenger  overloads. 

On  a  long-range  basis,  the  Commission  believes  the  following  improvements 
are  necessary: 

.  1.    A  two-track  East  River  tunnel  in  the  vicinity  of  59th  Street 
which  would  handle  express  service  from  Queens,  relate  to  the 
regional  transportation  network,  and  serve  new  East  Side  transit 
facilities. 

2.  Adaptation  of  the  North  Shore  and  Atlantic  or  Montauk  Branches 
of  the  Long  Island  Rail  Road  lines  for  fast  rapid  transit  routes 
to  serve  the  present  and  future  population  growth  areas  of  Queens. 

3.  Construction  of  a  deep-rock  two-track  tunnel  under  Madison  Avenue 
to  connect  with  the  New  Queens  Tunnel  and  tie  into  the  presently 
under-utilized  BMT  Broadway  local  line  in  the  vicinity  of  Madison 
Square.    This  would  afford  desperately  needed  service  to  the 
mushrooming  East  Midtown  business  area  and  provide  a  new  link 
between  the  Grand  Central  area  and  the  Downtown  business  and 
governmental  center. 
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k*    Construction  of  a  new  north-south  trunk  line  between  Manhattan 
and  The  Bronx  -  either  a  line  under  Central  Park,  as  proposed 
by  the  Authority,  or  along  Second  Avenue. 

The  cost  of  all  these  proposed  improvements  would  be  some  $200  million 
less  than  the  current  Transit  Authority  proposal^  the  savings  being  re- 
alized by  use  of  existing  Long  Island  Rail  Road  lines  rather  than  costly 
new  subway  construction    Further,  the  recommended  improvements  would 
serve  many  more  Queens  residents,  would  offer  a  realistic  solution  to  the 
current  East  Midtown  transit  crisis  and  -  perhaps  most  important  -  would 
place  the  entire  program  in  its  proper  regional  context  so  that  the  City 
of  New  York  can  escape  from  the  self-defeating  solitary  confinement  of 
its  present  transit  financing* 

The  Planning  Commission  strongly  ur?<es  that  the  City  begin  immediate 
discussions  with  State,  Federal  and  private  railroad  officials  to  work 
out  plans  for  short-range  and  long-range  City-wide  transit  solutions. 
In  view  of  the  present  financial  plight  of  the  City  and  the  pressure 
for  transportation  improvements  there  appear  to  be  no  alternatives  if  a 
transit  program  of  major  dimensions  is  to  be  advanced* 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  New  York  City  Transit  Authority  recently  released  a  report  recom- 
mending that  the  City  immediately  embark  on  a  massive  program  of  ex- 
panded rapid  transit  facilities  in  Queens .    The  Mayor  subsequently 
referred  this  proposal  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  review  and 
c  omme  nt  0 

The  following  report  has  been  prepared  in  response  to  this  request  by 
the  Mayor o    Further,  it  is  hoped  that  it  may  serve,  ma  more  general 
way,,  to  help  set  realistic  standards  and  planning  criteria  for  the 
future  improvement  of  our  transit  facilities „    And,  not  of  least  im- 
portance, we  hope  it  will  serve  as  a  source  of  enlightenment  to  the 
citizens  of  this  City  as  to  the  nature  of  our  transportation  problems, 
the  alternatives  to  meet  them,  and  the  financial  problems  involved. 

It  should  be  clear  from  the* outset  that  the  Planning  Commission  has 
been  acutely  aware  of  the  need  for  transit  congestion  relief  in  the 
Borough  of  Queens .    In  Capital  Budget  messages  and  other  statements  in 
recent  years  we  have  repeatedly  stressed  the  top  priority  need  to  de- 
velop effect-ive  and  realistic  programs  to  accomplish  this  objective 0 
While  pushing  for  improved  transit  for  Queens,  however,  we  cannot  lose 
sight  of  important  City-wide  implications  raised  by  any  program  of 
manor  new  transit  construction,, 

Implementation  of  the  proposals  now  before  us  would  fix  the  pattern  and 
quality  of  transit  service  in  New  York  City  for  the  forseeable  future 0 
Therefore,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Planning  Commission,  and  other  City 
agencies  -  as  well  as  the  general  public  -  to  evaluate  as  carefully  as 
possible  the  far-reaching    financial,  transportation,  and  city  develop- 
ment implications  of  this  program  before  any  specific  commitments  are 
made<> 

Proposed  facilities,  having  a  service  life  of  50  years'  or  more,  must  be 
planned  to  meet  tomorrow's  travel  needs  as  well  as  today  s»    In  addition, 
transit  proposals  serving  one  area  of  the  City  must  mesh  with  the  trans- 
portation needs  of  other  areas,  and  they  must  also  be  related  to  other 
elements  of  the  transportation  network  of  the  City  and  the  surrounding 
region,,    This  is  particularly  true  in  the  Queens-Long  Island  sector  where 
various  transit  and  highway  agencies  are  proposing  different  solutions 
to  the  same  problem  of  moving  more  commuters  into  Manhattan „ 

It  is  equally  important,  in  exercising  our  responsibilities  for  develop- 
ing the  City:s  capital  budget  and  program*  that  we  evaluate  the  impact 
that  any  expansion  of  the  subway  system,  would  have  on  the  City' s 
ability  to  meet  increasing  demands  for  otner  vital  capital  improvements 
and  services o 
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While  the  problem  of  developing  improved  transit  facilities  and  services 
is  quite  complex,  the  criteria  that  we  have  set  to  judge  these  improve- 
ments are  simple  enough,     A  realistic  transit  plan  should  be  able 
to  satisfy  these  basic  questions: 

1.  Will  it  provide  fast,  attractive  service  for  people  presently- 
lacking  adequate  service? 

2.  Will  it  be  designed  to  take  people  close  to  their  work 
destination? 

3.  Will  it  meet  tomorrow's  travel  needs  as  well  as  today's? 

ii.    Will  it  mesh  with  other  rail  and  highway  syatens  serving 
the  City? 

5.  Can  it  be  financed  within  the  resources  available  to  the  City? 

6.  Will  it  bring  relief  from  travel  congestion  soon? 

With  these  questions  in  mind,  in  the  review  that  follows  we  have  sought 
to  clarify  the  courses  of  action  before  us,  to  point  up  the  problems  they 
present,  and  to  weigh  their  consequences.    Because  transportation  has 
been  the  subject  of  intensive  study  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
for  the  past  few  years,  we  are  also  in  a  position  to  offer  positive  re- 
commendations and  specific  proposals  regarding  the  development  of  future 
transit  facilities. 

We  have  before  us  one  of  the  most  pressing  and  complex  urban  problems  of 
our  times.    If  we  are  to  come  to  grips  with  it  realistically,  we  would 
urge  the  responsible  public  officials  and  the  citizens  of  this*  City  to 
recognize  that  the  most  prudent  solutions  to  our  transit  dilemmas  may 
often  require  the  most  radical  departures  from  current  practices.  We 
believe  the  Program  for  Action  as  outlined  in  this  Report  can  help  point 
the  way  toward  new  approaches  in  meeting  New  York's  transportation 
challenges  of  today,  tomorrow  and  the  tomorrows  to  comee 
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I.    RAPID  TPJ^Sl^_4,_NgCESSITY 

Our  rapid  transit  and  regional  rail  network  serves  as  the  indispensable  back- 
bone of  the  City  ~  providing  the  vital  transportation  link  for  some  2.5 
million  people  each  day. 

The  focal  point  of  destination s  tne  major  source  of  employment  is  the  Central 
Business  District  —  nine  square  miles  of  Manhattan  real  estate  south  of  Cen- 
tral Park.    It  is  the  economic  hub  of  the  region  and  the  business  headquarters 
for  the  nation.    The  destiny  of  our  City  is  dependent  upon  the  continued  eco- 
nomic vitality  of  this  Central  Business  District;  and  the  vitality  of  this 
district  is  almost  wholly  dependent  upon  our  rail  transit  system  which  trans- 
ports the  bulk  of  the  2.2  million  New  Yorkers  and  suburbanites  who  work  in 
this  core  area  each  day,, 

Of  the  one  million  workers  who  arrive  at  their  Manhattan  jobs  during  the 
crucial  morning  rush-hour  (8  -  9  A.M.)  70  percent  use  the  subways  and  an- 
other 10  percent  travel  by  other  rail  facilities.    No  other  mode  of  trans- 
portation presently  has  the  capability  of  moving  such  a  large  number  of 
people  into  such  a  small  area  within  so  short  a  period  of  time. 

But  New  York  has  been  outgrowing  the  subway  system  which  made  this  metrop- 
olis possible  in  the  first  place .    Two  basic  trends  in  regional  development 
are  creating  new  travel  demands  which  the  present  subways  and  other  Manhattan- 
oriented  transportation  facilities  are  inadequate  to  handle. 

The  first  factor  is  the  dynamic  growth  of  Manhattan  as  a  commercial  office 
center,  a  trend  characterized  by  dramatic  increases  of  new  office  space  and 
white-collar  employment  in  the  East  Midtown  and  Downtown  areas  since  the  end 
of  World  War  II. 

The  second  factor  is  the  outward  expansion  of  population  growth  in  the  City 
and  region  during  the  same  15-year  period-,  sparked  by  the  flexibility  of  the 
automobile  and  Federal  housing  policies.    People  working  in  Manhattan,  as 
well  as  elsewhere,  have  chosen  to  live  in  newer  housing  in  outlying  loca- 
tions rather  than  in  inlying  urban  residential  areas.  . 

The  net  result  of  these  two  forces  is  an  increasing  number  of  workers  com- 
muting from  outer  residential  areas  of  the  City  and  suburbs  to  offices  in 
Manhattan,,  particularly  in  the  East  Midtown  area.    The  number  of  peak  hour 
subway  riders  has  been  increasing  at  outlying  stations  and  terminals  while 
declining  25  percent  in  the  inner  residential  areas  of  the  City.    The  City's 
subway  system,,  built  originally  and  primarily  to  serve  the  inner  areas,  lacks 
the  capacity  to  handle  these  expanding  travel  needs.    As  a  consequence,  ex- 
press subways  and  highways  linking  the  outer  areas  with  Manhattan  are  severely 
strained  by  increasing  commuter  travel  volumes. 
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Manhattan  below  60th  Street  is  New  York 7 s  greatest  asset.    This  area  gener- 
ates nearly  40  percent  of  all  regional  jobs.    Manhattan  is  the  work  location 
for  67  percent  of  those  workers  who  live  in  the  inner  parts  of  the  City,  45 
percent  of  those  living  in  the  City's  outer  growth  areas,  22  percent  of  Long 
Island  workers.,  15  percent  of  those  in  the  West chest er-Connecticut  sector  of 
the  region,  and  10  percent  of  those  in  the  New  Jersey  sector. 

In  addition  to  providing  jobs.,  the  Manhattan  Central  Business- District  is 
important  because  of  the  revenue  it  yields  —  the  taxes  created  by  the  most 
valuable  real  estate  in  the  world  and  the  revenues  generated  by  the  daily 
spending  of  over  two  million  workers 9  many  of  whom  are  residents  of  suburban 
counties.    Keeping  Manhattan  conveniently  accessible  to  the  population  of 
all  parts  of  the  City  and  Region  should  be  a  principal  goal  of  transit  plan- 
ning policy. 

The  growing  components  of  employment  in  Manhattan  are  the  national  decision- 
making functions  —  advertising,,  communications ,  industry  headquarters,  fi- 
nance and  banking  — »  carried  cn  in  office  buildings  manned  by  executives, 
lawyers ,  accountants ,  secretaries ,  and  other  white-collar  workers.  These 
jobs  presently  comprise  close  to  half  of  all  Manhattan  employment  and  are 
likely  to  increase  in  the  future.    Without  question,  the  decision-making  and 
central  office  functions  of  Midtown  and  Downtown  Manhattan  are  the  major  keys 
to  New  York's  continuing  position  as  the  nation's  greatest  city. 

The  growth  of  these  functions  is  largely  concentrated  in  areas  of  Manhattan 
that  are  at  present  inadequately  served  by  rail  transit  facilities.  Between 
1947  and  1961,  45  million  square  feet  of  new  office  building  space  was  built 
in  the  Manhattan  business  core.    This  represents  more  space  than  was  built 
in  the  same  period  in  the  Central  Business  Districts  of  all  other  22  major 
urban  areas  in  the  country  combined.    By  the  end  of  1963 s  completed  new 
office  space  will  total  58  million  square  feet. 

More  than  50  percent  of  this  space  is  located  in  the  East  Midtown  area, 
east  of  Fifth  Avenue  between  27th  and  60th  Streets.    Another  20  percent  is 
in  Downtown  Manhattan,  south  of  Chambers  Street.    The  booming  East  Midtown 
area3  which  is .rapidly  approaching  the_point  of  providing  half  of  all  Mid- 
town  employment 3  is  served  by  only  20_percent  of  the  presently  available 
north- -south  subway  capacity  on  Manhattan.    Only  one  subway  route,  the  over- 
loaded Lexington  Avenue  line,  serves  the  East  Side  of  Manhattan,  including 
access  to  the  Downtown  financial,  district. 

Business  interests  in  New  York  continue  to  show  a  preference  for  the  East 
Midtown  and  Downtown  areas.    But  improved  transit  access  is  becoming  a  cru- 
cial need  for  these  areas,,  particularly  the  subways  and  suburban  railroads 
connecting  Manhattan  with  out-lying  residential  areas  which  house  an  in- 
creasingly large  number  of  white-collar  workers  of  all  kinds.    Unless  a 
greater  effort  is  made  to  provide  fast  and  convenient  transit  service  to 


move  these  people  to  and  from  Manhattan  each  day,  the  City's  prime  asset  in 
terms  of  national  importance,  prestige  and  economy  may  be  jeopardized „  The 
City  must  insure,  as  a  matter  of  high  priority,  that  these  vital  areas  in 
Manhattan  continue  to  have  good  transit  access  to  all  surrounding  sections 
of  the  City  and  the  suburban,  counties,  including  Westchester,  Connecticut 
and  New  Jersey  as  well  as  Queens  and  Long  Island. 


Regional  Population  Growth 

Population  changes  in  the  City  and  region  during  the  period  from  1950  to 
I960  are  summarized  in  the  accompanying  map.    Between  1950  and  i960,  in- 
lying older  neighborhoods  of  the  City  declined  in  population  by  nine  per- 
cent, while  outlying  areas,  characterized  by  low-  and  medium-density  hous- 
ing, increased  by  28  percent.    In  the  suburban  counties,  growth  was  even 
greater. 

Outer  Queens  increased  26  percent  and  accounted  for  about  60  percent  of  the 
population  growth  in  the  outer  areas  of  the  City.    It  experienced  a  growth 
rate  similar  to  that  of  many  of  the  region's  suburban  areas. 

Equally  important  as  the^numerical  population  growth  of  these  outlying  areas 
in  the  City  and  suburbs  is  the  fact  that  the  people  who  have  been  moving  in- 
to these  areas  make  up  a^large  proportion  of .  the  labor  force  working  in  the 
growing  office  areas  of  Manhattan.  ,In  the  last  decade while  the  number  of 
families  with  incomes  above  the  City's  median  income  figure  declined  in  the 
inner  areas  by  about  10  percent,  the  number  of  these  families  grew  in  the 
outer  areas  by  over  16  percent.    Over  three-quarters  of  this  increase  was 
accounted  for  in  outer  Queens. 

This  pattern  of  middle-  and  upper-middle  income  housing  growth  in  the  out- 
lying areas  is  expected  to  continue  in  the  future.    Private  and  publicly- 
aided  housing  and  renewal  programs  in  inner  areas  of  the  City  will  probably 
slow  this  trend  in  future  years,  but  are  not  expected  to  reverse  it.    At  the 
present  time  over  80  percent  of  the  metropolitan  region's  middle-  and  upper- 
middle  income  families  live  in  the  outlying  parts  of  the  City  and  the  sub- 
urban areas.    Thus  a  basic  issue  in  planning  transportation  facilities  in 
the  growing  middle-income  areas  is  how  best  to  provide  the  vital  links  to 
the  growing  office  centers  of  Manhattan. 


POPULATION  SHIFT  IN  NEW  YORK  REGION 

950  -  I960 
(Numerical  and  Percentage  Change  by  Area) 

Area  of  Declining  Population 


PREPARED    B'OCPAfMMCNT    Of  CtTY    PliNNiNC     N.Y.  C 
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II.    THE  QjLlBgMS-LQNG  ISLASO  Ta&NSIT  PROBLEM. 

The  problems  of  transit  access  in  a  rapidly  changing  region  are  particularly 
acute  in  the  Queens-Long  Island  Sector.    The  counties  of  Queens,  Nassau,  and 
Suffolk  have  grown  more  in  population  in  the  last  10  years  than  the  other  19 
counties  of  the  region  combined,  generating  a  steady  increase  in  travel  across 
the  East  River  into  Manhattan. 

Queens,  New  York's  fastest  growing  Borough,  suffers  from  inadequate  rapid 
transit  access  to  Manhattan 0    Nearly  half  of  all  Queens  breadwinners  daily 
commute  to  Manhattan.    More  than  any  other  Borough,  it  is  a    bedroom  area  for 
managerial  and  white-collar  workers  who  man  the  new  office  buildings  rising 
on  the  Manhattan  skyline. 

During  the  critical  morning  rush-hour  the  subways  carry  86  percent  of  Queens 
workers  crossing  the  East  River  into  Midtown  Manhattan.    As  Queens  grows,  the 
number  of  commuters  traveling  to  Manhattan  continues  to  increase j  population 
growth  of  17  percent  in  the  last  decade  has  been  accompanied  by  a  12  percent 
increase  in  peak-period  subway  riding. 

Superimposed  on  traffic  originating  in  Queens,  are  increasing  volumes  of  com- 
muters from  Nassau  and  Suffolk  who  comprise  18  percent  of  the  peak-hour  sub- 
way traffic  across  the  East,  River  into  Midtown  Manhattan, 

Most  Queens  and  Long  Island  commuters  travel  to  Manhattan  via  rail  and  high- 
way arteries  crossing  the  East  River  between  32nd  and  60th  Streets.  The 
residential  origin  and  travel  mode  used  by  the  190,000  commuters  who  cross 
into  East  Midtown  during  the  morning  rush  hour  are  summarized  in  the  following 
table? 


ESTIMATED  RESIDENTIAL  ORIGIN  OF  PEAK-HOUR  PASSENGERS  CROSSING 
EAST  RIVER  INTO  MIDTOWN  MANHATTAN 


(Passengers  in  thousands)   i 

Nassau  and 

East  River               Inner        Outer        Total  Suffolk 
^SSsjjng_Mqde  _  _     „Quej3ns___  Queens       Queens        County  Total 

Subway  58  55  113  25  138 


Long  Island  R„R  1  h  5  28  33 

Auto,  cab  &  bus  _7  _6  jy3,  _J>  _1£ 

Total  66  65  131  59  190 


NCY^-N^J,  Transportation  Agency 
NoYoC  Department  of  City  Planning 
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As  might  be  expected,  more  than  three-quarters  of  all  subway  riders  come 
from  Queens,  and  more  than  80  percent  of  railroad  commuters  come  from  Nassau 
and  Suffolk.    It  is  most  significant,  however,  during  the  peak-hour  period 
nearly  as  many  Nassau  and  Suffolk  commuters  to  Manhattan  use  the  subways  as 
travel  by  Long  Island  Railroad. 

Queens  has  limited  subway  capacity  to  handle  growing  peak -hour  travel.  It 
presently  has  only  three  direct  subway  tubes  to  Manhattan,  and  only  two  ex- 
press lines  serving  the  fast-growing  outer  areas  east  of  Flushing  Meadows. 

The  net  result  is  increasing  over-crowding  on  existing  subway  lines,  par- 
ticularly the  USD  Jamaica  and  IRT  Flushing  express  trains  which  a  re  jammed 
to  capacity  before  they  reach  in-lying  stations  in  Queens.    Local  services, 
by  contrast,  are  less  heavily  loaded  until  they  reach  the  vicinity  of  Queens 
Plaza. 

As  indicated  below,  rail  transit  facilities  (subways  and  Long  Island  Railroad 
tunnels)  across  the  East  River  into  the  Midtown  area  carry  171,000  passengers 
during  the  morning  peak-hour.    Approximately  22,000  subway  passengers  would 
have  to  be  accommodated  by  additional  service  to  reduce  conditions  of  crowd- 
ing to  reasonable  levels  ■ —  so  that  riders  could  enter  or  leave  a  train 
easily  and  read  a  newspaper  while  traveling. 

PEAK-HOUR  RAIL  TRANSIT  SERVICE  CROSSING  EAST  RIVER  INTO  MIDTOWN  MANHATTAN 

"              8-9  AoMo.  Typical  1960-62  Weekday  — 

 (Passengers  in  thousands)   

BMT          IND          IRT        Total       LoIoR.Rc  Total  Rail 
 ,                 60  St.      53  St.      42  St.      Subway     Tunnels  Transit 


Passengers 

35 

60 

43 

138 

33  * 

171 

Reasonable  Capacity 

20 

48 

& 

116 

21 

m 

Overload 

5 

12 

5 

22 

22 

Sources t    Regional  Plan  Association 

N^oYo.  City  Transit  Authority 
NoY*C.  Department  of  City  Planning 


These  increasing  pressures  for  improved  travel  access  between  the  Queens-Long 
Island  sector  and  Manhattan  have  also  been  reflected  in  various  transportation 
proposals  for  dealing  with  this  same  problem.    In  addition  to  plans  for  new 
rapid  transit  lines,  highway  alternatives  have  been  suggested  including  double- 
decking  the  Long  Island  Expressway,  a  third  tube  for  the  Queens-Midtown  Tunnel, 
and  a  new  East  Midtown  bus  terminal. 
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Resent  trends  point  to  a  slackening  of  future  population  growth  in  Queens. 
Vacant!  land  is  being  used  up  at  a  rapid  rate  and  most  of  the  existing  hous- 
ing in  other  areas  is  quite  new.    Based  on  present  knowledge  and  trends  of 
population  and  housing,  as  well  as  planning  and  zoning  policies,  it  is  es- 
timated that  Queens  population  may  increase  by  almost  200,000  in  the  next 
20  years. 

While  there  is  some  vacant  land  left  in  outlying  areas  of  Queens  beyond 
Flushing  Meadows,  most  of  the  anticipated  growth  will  result  from  redevelop- 
ment of  existing  older  residential  areas,  a  large  proportion  of  which  are 
located  in  outer  Queens,  mostly  along  present  rapid  transit  and  railroad, 
lines.    It  is  expected  that  no  more  than  a  third  of  this  expected  population 
growth  will  occur  in  the  inner  parts  of  the  borough. 

Many  of  these  future  Queens  residents  will  work  in  Manhattan  offices.  If 
present  commuting  patterns  continue,  20,000  more  potential  peak-hour  Manhattan 
transit  riders  are  indicated. 

Nassau  and  Suffolk  Counties  are  expected  to  grow  at  least  1  million  in  popu- 
lation during  the  next.  20  years.    Based  on  present  travel  trends,  this  growth 
could  yield  an  increase  of  25,000  in  peak-hour  Manhattan  commuters. 

Present  and  projected  trends  of  population  development  and  related  possible 
impact  on  commuter  travel  flow  to  Manhattan  are  summarized  belowt 

QUEENS  -  LONG  ISLAND  POPULATION  GROWTH  AND  PEAK-HOUR  TRAVEL  ACROSS 
EAST  RIVER  INTO  MIDT0WN  MANHATTAN 

Queens  _____  Nassau  and  Total  Queens  and 

  Inner     Outer     Total     Suffolk  Counties  Long  Island 

(Population  in  Thousands) 

1950                     729         822     1,551  949  2,500 

I960                     756      1,054     1,810  1,967  3,777 

1985  projected       800       1,200     2,000  2,900  4,900 

Peak-hour  Commuters  into  Midtown [..Manhattan 

1960-62                   66           65        131  59  190 

1985  projected        72           79        151  84  235 


Sources    N„Y0C.  Department  of  City  Planning 
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Peak-hour  travel  across  the  East  River  into  Midtown  Manhattan  now  exceeds  the 
capacity  of  present  subway  service  by  the  equivalent  of  22,000  passengers  — 
which  could  be  attributed  to  the  25,000  Nassau  and  Suffolk  commuters  now 
using  the  subways.    Depending  upon  the  rate  of  future  population  growth  in 
Queens  and  Long  Island  and  other  factors,  this  deficiency  of  transit  capacity 
could  triple  in  the  next  20  years. 

The  closer  this  problem  is  analyzed,  the  clearer  it  becomes  that  the  trans- 
portation needs  of  Queens  and  Long  Island  must  be  planned  as  inseparable 
parts  of  one  overall  regional  transportation  system  focused  on  Manhattan. 


III.      OTHER  REGIONAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

In  developing  a  rapid  transit  policy  for  the  City  of  New  York,  it  is  essential 
to  consider  the  means  by  which  increasing  volumes  of  commuter  travel  between 
growing  Long  Island,  Westchester,  and  New  Jersey  suburbs  and  Manhattan  are 
likely  to  be  handled. 

While  the  Tri-State  Transportation  Committee  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a 
metropolitan  transportation  plan,  it  already  seems  clear  that  the  region's 
suburban  railroad  system,  supplemented  by  the  subway  system  and  improved  bus 
trans  port  set  ion,  will  have  to  continue  to  carry  the  bulk  of  these  suburban 
commuters. 

It  is  vital  to  New  York  City,  that  we  continue  to  work  for  the  best  possible 
commuter  rail  service.    Closer  cooperation  among  the  various  levels  of  govern- 
ment should  lead  to  a  concerted  effort  to  modernize  and  integrate  commuter  rail 
services  in  the  three  suburban  sectors  focusing  on  Grand  Central  Terminal  and 
Perm  Station  in  Manhattan.,    Rationalization  of  present  facilities  and  services 
can  produce  transportation  services  capable  of  moving  more  commuters,  faster 
and  at  lower  total  cost  than  any  presently  available  alternative. 

Conversion  of  major  suburban  railroad  lines  into  high  quality  express  rapid 
transit  routes  can  significantly  increase  the  effective  peak-hour  capacity  of 
the  present  tunnels  into  Grand  Central  Terminal  and  Perm  Station.  Whether 
additional  tunnels  will  be  needed  in  the  future  will  depend  upon  travel  pres- 
sures generated  by  continued  suburban  development. 

Commuter  services  presently  terminating  in  Manhattan  should  eventually  be 
tied  together  to  provide  better  distribution  of  passengers  as  well  as  operat- 
ing and  scheduling  flexibility.    Through  service  between  Long  Island  and  Niew 
Jersey,  for  example,  would  make  it  possible  for  passengers  from  both  sectors 
to  choose  either  Penn  Station  on  the  West  Side  or  a  possible  new  station  on 
the  East  Side.    Short  connections  between  Grand  Central  Terminal  and  the  Penn- 
sylvania tunnels  would  permit  commuters  from  all  three  suburban  sectors  to 
choose  either  Grand  Central,  Penn  Station,  or  a  new  station  on  the  East  Side. 

Realistic  transit  planning  within  New  York  City  must  take  into  account  the  pos- 
sibility of  likely  future  improvements  in  the  regions  suburban  rail  system. 


EVALUATION     OF     TRANSIT      PROPO  SALS 


-  12  - 


I ,    TgAKSIT  AUTHORITY  PRQ3RAM 

The  New  York  City  Transit  Authority,  in  response  to  a  request  from  the 
Mayor,  recently  completed  a  report  proposing  a  program  of  expanded  rapid 
transit  facilities  to  meet  the  pressing  transit  need  of  Queens.  An 
addition  of  $40  million  to  the  1963-4  Capital  Budget  was  indicated  to 
start  work  on  a  new  $139  million  subway  tunnel  under  'the  East  River  at 
76th  Street  to  be  f  ollowsd  by  three  new  local  subways'  into  outer  Queens. 
Coupled  with  previous  Capital  Budget  requests  for  a  new  subway  to  The 
Bronx  and  other  related  improvements,  this  report  represents,  at  minimum, 
a  $700  million  capital  program  that  would  freeze  the  pattern  of  rapid 
transit  service  in  New  York  for  decades  to  come. 

The  Transit  Authority  program  has  been  developed  over  a  long  period  of 
time  within  strict  confines  set  by  statute,  by  State  Constitution  and  by 
City  Administration  policies.    Within  the  framework  of  these  restrictive 
operating  and  capital  requirements,  the  Authority  has  been  able  to  push 
forward  a  program  exceeding  one  billion  dollars  since  World  War  II  to 
revitalize  the  existing  transit  system.    The  success  of  these  efforts 
is  evidenced  in  the  heightened  efficiency  of  peak-hour  service  and  in 
the  increase  in  the  number  of  passengers  transported. 

The  Queens  proposal,  however,  involves  major  new  subway  lines  and  a  new 
river  Grossing  -  a  construction  program  of  a  totally  different  magnitude 
than  current  Authority  projects.    It  is  becoming  increasingly  apparent 
that  the  growing  pressure  for  the  extension  of  transit  service,  plus  the 
requirement  that  transit  operations  be  self-sufficient  within  the  existing 
15-cent  fare,  plus  the  obligation  of  the  City  to  finance  transit  and  other 
capital  improvements  within  rigid  debt  limitati  ons  fixed  by  State  Con- 
stitution, plus  our  present  inability  to  deal  with  problems  extending 
beyond  the  City's  boundaries,  all  add  up  to  a  situatibn  which  finds  us 
attempting  to  harness  irrepressible  forces  with  immovable  objects.    Clear ly., 
the  solution  to  the  current  transit  problems  lies  outside  the  narrow  focus 
within  which  transit  programming  must  now  be  undertaken. 

Understandably,  there  are  built-in  difficulties  under  which  the  Transit 
Authority  must  labor.    However,  any  plan  of  the  scope  and  significance 
of  the  Queens  transit  proposal  should  be  able  to  measure  up  to  the  criteria 
outlined  earlier  in  this  report.    Unfortunately,  there  are  several  areas 
in  which  this  proposal  exhibits  serious  shortcomings  -  not  the  least  of 
which  is  its  inability  to  provide  Queens'  and  The  Bronx  riders  with 
adequate  access  to  Manhattan's  burgeoning  East  Side. 

Under  the  Transit  Authority's  rapid  transit  proposals >  all  future  in- 
creases in  transit  service  from  the  north  and  east  would  be  funneled 
through  Central  Park  into  existing  north-south  subway  lines  on  the  West 
Side  of  the  Midtown  business  area.    As  a  result,  more  than  80  per  cent 
of  all  future  peak-hour  transit  capacity  would  be  concentrated  on  four 
lines  between  Sixth  and  Eighth  Avenue,  while  the  rapidly  developing 
high  density  area  east  of  Fifth  Avenue,  now  containing  almost  .50  per  cent 
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of  Midtown  employment,  would  continue  to  be  served  solely  by  the  Lexington 
Avenue  line,  which  is  now  operating  at  absolute  capacity.    These  proposals, 
furthermore,  would  offer  no  additional  service  between  the  Grand  Central 
area  and  Wall  Street,  a  communications  link  which  is  vital  for  the  con- 
tinued development  of  the  Downtown  business  and  governmental  center. 

The  proposed  76th  Street  tunnel  and  local  subway  extensions  in  Queens, 
while  affording  convenient  service  to  immediate  areas  along  these  lines, 
do  not  promise  the  kind  of  faster  express  service  needed  to  relieve  con- 
gestion on  present  overcrowded  express  subways  and  highways  serving  the 
growing  travel  demands  of  Queens. 

Proposed  new  services  would  probably  have  three  more  steps  than  existing 
IRT  and  IND  express  lines  between  such  common  points  as  Flushing  or 
Jackson  Heights  and  U2nd  Street  in  Midtown  Manhattan.    Experience  on  the 
Queens  Boulevard  locals  and  other  subway  lines  shows  conclusively  that 
Mew  Yorkers  will  not  voluntarily  get  off  a  crowded  express  to  ride  a 
less  crowded  local  that  is  almost  as  fast;  they  will  ride  the  local  only 
when  there  is  no  more  standing  room  on  the  express. 

Proposed  new  local  lines  would  be  of  limited  value  in  serving  future 
population  growth  that  may  be  anticipated  from  redevelopment  of  older 
residential  areas  in  outer-Queens,    For  example,  most  of  the  areas  along 
proposed  Route  A,  in  Northern  Queens,  have  either  already  been  developed 
with  higher  density  housing  or  are  relatively  new  low-density  residential 
areas  which  will  resist  future  change.    Furthermore,  as  the  standard  of 
living  of  (\ieens  residents  continues  to  increase  in  the  future,  local 
transit  services  will  become  even  less  attractive  than  they  are  today. 
These  facilities  would  have  a  minimum  chance  of  attracting  any  significant 
number  of  off-peak  shoppers  and  other  travelers  to  Manhattan. 

Proposed  expensive  subway  extpnsions  in  Queens  would  largely  parallel  and 
duplicate  existing  lines  of  the  Long  Island  Railroad  which  have  potential 
capacity  to  handle  considerably  more  traffic.     This  is  particularly  true 
of  the  proposed  southeast  Queens  extension  as  veil  as  the  proposal  to  ex- 
tend a  third  rail  transit  line  into  the  Flushing  area.    In  addition  to  the 
hi^h  construction  costs  of  new  parallel  subways,  this  policy  would  result 
in  a  wasteful  duplication  of  service,  particularly  during  off-peak  periods 
when  service  demands  are  far  below  existing  transit  capacity. 

Transit  Authority  programs,  to  date,  are  less  than  City-wide  in  scope. 
They  have  not,  as  yet,  provided  for  possible  future  transit  improvements 
to  service  the  growing  southeast  area  of  Brooklyn,    Accelerated  growth  in 
Staten  Island,  sparked  by  forthcoming  completion  of  the  Narrows  Bridge- 
will  undoubtedly  require    expanded  transportation  service  between 


Richmond  and  other  Boroughs , 

No  comprehensive  financial  program,  including  sources  of  funds  and 
project  priorities  has  been  put  forward  by  the  Authority  to  suggest  now 
transit  proposals  might  be  financed,    What  appears  to  be  a  capital 
budget  request  for  $40  million  to  begin  a.  new  tunnel  to  Queens  really 
involves  a  virtual  commitment,  of  about  $700  million  for  related  rapid 
transit  construction.    This  tunnel  would  be  of  dubious  value  witnout 
extension  of  service  into  Queens,  and  the  Transit  Authority  has  al- 
ready given  top  priority  to  the  proposed  subway  under  Central  Park  for 
much  needed  transit  expansion  to  upper  Manhattan  and  The  Bronx.  The 
Authority  has  previously  requested  $545  million  beyond  1963-6/+  capital 
budget  allocations  for  continued  and  necessary  rehabilitation  of  the 
existing  surface  and  rapid  transit  system.    Transit  Authority  capital 
requests  for  future  years  now  total  over  $1  billion,  equivalent  to 
more  than  half  of  the  entire  $1,9  billion  available  for  capital  im- 
provement in  the  City  of  New  York  during  the  next  5  years. 

It  is  tnerefore  obvious  that  a  program  of  rapid  transit  expansion  of 
this  dimension  cannot  be  undertaken  by  the  City  of  New  York  at  this 
time  without  crippling  reductions  in  other  already  committed  capital 
projects  and  essential  services ,    0rs  under  the  most  optimistic  as- 
sumptions, it  would  involve  several  years'  delay  and  uncertainty  to 
obtain  some  form  of  constitutional  debt-limit  exemption. 

The  fact  must  be  faced  Dhat  extension  of  low-fare  suoway  service  to 
within  walking  distance  of  the  remaining  half  of  Queens5  residents  who 
are  now  in  two-fare  zones  is  an  objective  which  the  City  of  New  York  is 
financially  incapable  of  achieving „  Even  the  Transit  Authority's  pro- 
posed $375  million  Queens1  extensions  would  directly  serve  less  than 
eight  per  cent  of  Queens-'  population  in  addition  to  those  now  living 
within  walking  distance  of  present  subway  lines,,    On  the  basis  of 
population  projections,  only  nine  per  cent  of  future  residents  would 
be  served  by  these  new  lines , 

Extension  of  additional  flat-fare  subway  service  outward  more  than 
15  miles  from  Manhattan,  furthermore,  would  financially  strain  the 
Transit  Authority's  operating  budget  and  bring  increased  pressures  for 
a  city-wide  fare  rise',    Operation  of  frequent  service,  seven  aaye  a 
week  around  the  clock,  on  these  extensions  into  areas  of  low  population 
density  would  involve  large  operating  deficits  and  some  diversion  of 
traffic  from  other  parallel  subway  lines  as  well  as  the  Long  Island 
Railroad  which  the  City  is  already  assisting  financially. 

Finally,  the  new  lines  proposed  by  the  Transit  Authority !s  program 
offer  no  immediate  relief  for  'the  harassed  Queens1'  subway  rider.,  Even 
if  capital  funds  were  available  to  begin  const  rue  Lion  immediately  or. 
the  proposed  new  ?6th  Street  East  River  tunnel    the  limited  benefits 
of  additional  local  service  on  tne  Queens  Boulevard  line  -  the  first 
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phase  of  this  program  -  could  not  be  realized  in  this  decade .  Based 
on  previous   subway  construction  experience  and  limited  availability 
of  capital  funds,  it  would  be  ten  or  more  years  before  the  outer  areas 
of  Queens  could  expect  completion  of  proposed  new  subway  extensions „ 

These  considerations  all  point  to  the  fundamental  question  of  whether 
the  City  can  possibly  continue  a  "go  it  alone"  approach  toward  transit 
and  transportation  problems,  such  as  the  one  posed  in  Queens,  which  are 
clearly  regional  in  scope.,    Equally  important,  is  the  inadequacy  of 
the  current  Queens  proposal  to  satisfy  the  changing  demands  for  trans- 
portation within  the  City  of  New  York., 


II.  CITIZENS'  BUDGET  COMMISSION  PROPOSAL 

The  Citizens'  Budget  Co-nmission  has  sought  a  less  costly  solution  to 
the  Queens  subway  congestion  problem,,    Under  this  proposal,  a  new  single 
track  express  tunnel  would  be  constructed  from  Queens  Plaza  under  the 
East  River  in  the  vicinity  of  6lst  Street  to  a  connection  with  the  Sixth 
Avenue  IND  line  at  59th  Street. 

Additional  express  trains  would  be  operated  during  rush-hours  in  the 
prevailing  direction  of  travel  by  using  existing  trackage  on  the  Queens 
Boulevard  line  made  available  by  rerouting  of  empty  trains  presently 
using  this  line  in  the  off-peak  direction.    In  Manhattan  these  trains 
would  tie  into  the  Sixth  Avenue  extension  which  the  Transit  Authority 
is  about  to  construct  north  from  53rd  Street  to  57th  Street.  Service 
could  be  extended  from  existing  lines  in  Queens  by  either  new  routes 
or  use  of  Long  Island  trackage  at  certain  locations . 

The  Citizens'  budget  Commission  plan  has  several  attractive  features. 
It  would  involve  a  minimum  of  new  subway  construction  and  maximum  use 
of  existing  lines,  and  it  would  provide  express  service  that  could 
prove  attractive  to  present  and  future  Queens  riders.    However,  the 
Transit  Authority  has  expressed  reservations  concerning  operational  as- 
pects of  this  proposal. 

The  Planning  Commission  questions  whether  this  proposal  would  adequately 
meet  longer-range  travel  demands  across  the  East  River  between  Queens, 
Long  Island  and  Manhattan: 

-  It  would  give  no  additional  service  to  Manhattan's  East  Side. 

-  A  one-track  tunnel  affords  less  flexibility  in  terms  of  future 
operations  and  planning  as  related  to  other  elements  of  the  City 
and  regional  transit  network. 

-  In  order  to  use  this  one-track  tunnel  to  more  than  half  its 
capacity,  it  would  require  the  expensive  construction  of  almost 
two-miles  of  storage  track  in  Manhattan  -  presumably  under  Central 
Park. 


A      PROGRAM      FOR  ACTION 


GUIDELINES  FOR  ACTION 


No  plan  involving  construction  of  new  tunnels  under  the  East  River  - 
regardless  of  whose  proposal  it  is  -  can  bring  quick  relief  for  Queens' 
subway  riders.    Recognizing  this,  we  must  be  guided  by  two  major  con- 
siderations : 

1.  Immediate  steps  must  be  taker,  to  find  short-range  relief 
for  Queens'  riders  and  other  subway  passengers, 

2,  Since  the  construction  of  a  tunnel  is  a  costly,  permanent 
and  longer-range  commitment,  it  must  be  linked  to  a  realistic- 
construction  program  designed  to  give  maximum  service  to  Oueens- 
Long  Island  riders  and  to  effectively  meet  changing  travel  de- 
mands within  the  City  and  the  region.    The  City  should  reject 
any  long-range  plan  that  provides  only  "stop-gap"  relief "* 

Accordingly,  this  report  makes  recommendations  dealing  with  both  short- 
term  and  long-range  transit  considerations „     It  is  important  that  all 
of  these  proposals  grow  out  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  rapid  transit t 
based  on  a  careful  evaluation  of  future  City  growth,  an  objective 
assessment  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of  various  transit  proposals  that 
may  be  developed,  and  planning  related  to  other  elements  of  the  City 
and  regional  transportation  system. 

We  offer  the  following  proposals  as  a  minimum  program  necess-^-y  to  pro- 
vide better  transit  facilities  for  New  York  based  on  our  current  studies 
of  the  City's  resources  and  needs.     It-  should  be  clear,  however,  that 
there  must  be  additional  fact-finding.,  greater  inter-agency  and  inter- 
governmental cooperation,  and  high-level  administrative  statem.anship  to 
achieve  even  these  first  steps  toward  a  comprehensive  transportation 
plan  and  program , 

SHORT-RANGE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Relief  from  transit  congestion  is  needed  now,  particularly  in  the  Queens 
sector.    We  must  explore  all  possible  means  of  utilizing  existing  rapid 
transit  and  suburban  rail  facilities  to  acnieve  effective  relief  as 
speedily  as  possible. 

Several  approaches  are  outlined  below  by  which  the  City,  the  Transit 
Authority  and  other  agencies  might  significantly  improve  peak-hour  trave 
conditions  within  the  next  few  years.    It  may,  in  fact,  be  possioie  to 
reduce  the  present  2?, 000  passenger  peak-hour  overload  on  the  Queens 
subways  to  a  tolerable  level-. 


Rapid  Transit  System 


Peak-hour  passenger  carrying  capacity  of  trains  operating  through  the 
BMT  60th  Street  tunnels  will  be  increased  by  25>  per  cent  when  BMT  plat- 
forms in  Manhattan  are  lengthened  to  accommodate  10  car  trains  instead 
of  8S  a  project  which  is  programmed  for  construction  by  the  Transit 
Authority,,    Service  on  the  Queens  Boulevard  '-'RR"  local  lines  could, 
as  a  result,  easily  be  increased  by  as  much  as  50  per  cent  by  running 
longer  trains  and  by  re-routing  a  few  of  the  trains  which  presently 
terminate  in  Astoria,,    Service  on  the  IRT  Flushing  line  will  likewise 
soon  be  increased  from  10  to  11  cars. 

Making  allowance  for  substantially  lighter  loadings  on  local  services, 
it  is  estimated  that  these  measures,  which  can  be  accomplished  in  a 
relatively  short  time,  could  provide  service  for  as  many  as  15>,000 
additional  peak-hour  passengers,  particularly  from  inner  Queens,  or  more 
than  two- thirds  of  the  effective  capacity  of  the  increased  local  service 
which  could  be  run  through  the  Transit  Authority's  proposed  new  76th 
Street  tunnel . 

New  direct  service  between  Jamaica  and  Midtown  Manhattan  can  be  provided 
in  the  near  future  via  the  BMT  Jamaica  Line  as  soon  as  the  portion  of  the 
Chrystie  Street  connection  between  the  BMT  Delancey  Street  line  and  the 
IND  6th  Avenue  line  is  completed.    Express  or  skip-stop  service  via  this 
existing  route    could  accommodate  additional  passengers  who  presently 
use  the  Queens  Boulevard  lines. 


Long  Island  Rail  Road 

An  immediate  effort  should  be  made  to  find  ways  of  more  fully  utilizing 
the  potential  passenger- carrying  capacity  of  the  Long  Island  Rail  Road's 
lines  within  New  York  City, 

With  additional  cars,  relatively  minor  modifications  in  facilities  and 
operations, and  reduced  fares,  the  present  Long  Island  system  could  attract 
and  accommodate  as  many  as  20,000  peak-hour  Queens  riders.  Augmented 
train  service,  coupled  with  lower  fares  than  now  prevail  on  the  Long  Island, 
could  be  used  on  a  selective  basis  on  certain  lines,  trains,  and  stations 
to  accommodate  peak-riders  who  would  otherwise  travel  by  subways  or  auto 
to  Manhattan  and  Downtown  Brooklyn* 

Peak-hour  travel  on  the  Long  Isi and  Rail  Road  is  presently  inhibited  by 
increasingly  high  fare  levels  and  train  capacity  restrictions  at  the 
bottleneck  imposed  by  the  two  East  River  tunnels  leading  to  Penn  Station. 
As  a  result,  these  two  tunnels  daily  carry  only  33*000  rush-hour  passengers 
under  the  East  River  into  Manhattan  ?„s  contrasted  to  60,000  riders  using 
the  single  IND  53rd  Street  subway  tube  during  the  same  peak-hour.  With 
improved  signaling  through  the  East  River  tunnels,  re-arranged  junction 
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facilities,  and  minor  modification  of  station  facilities  at  Penn  Station 
and  Jamaica  it  appears  possible  to  increase  Long  Island  service  capacity 
into  Penn  Station  by  as  much  as  SO  per  cent  -  the  equivalent  of  16,000 
peak-hour  passengers „ 

Special  low  fare  service  should  be  considered  on  several  Long  Island 
lines  in  ("iieens  which  parallel  present  overcrowded  subway  lines  and  pro- 
posed subway  extensions.     Additional  service  on  the  North  Shore  line  as 
far  as  the  Douglaston-Little  Neck  area  world  serve  growing  northeast 
Queens  beyond  Flushing  and  would  relieve  congestion  on  the  IRT  Flushing 
line.    Additional  service  beyond  Jamaica  on  the  main  line  to  serve  central 
Queens  and  on  the  Montauk  or  Atlantic  Branch  to  serve  southeast  Queens 
would  divert  substantial  numbers  of  Oueens  riders  who  use  the  IND  Queens 
Boulevard  Express, 

A  cooperative  study  should  be  undertaken  immediately  by  the  railroad, 
City  and  State  agencies  to  consider  a  program  of  expanded  railroad  service., 
Operating  requirements,  capital  costs  including  new  car  equipment,  traffic 
patterns  on  the  railroad  and  other  facilities,  and  effects  on  operating 
revenue  and  costs  must  be  determined,    Fithout  prejudging  the  results  of 
this  study,  it  seems  highly  probable  that  the  public  costs  to  the  City 
of  New  York  and  other  agencies  of  providing  the  necessary  facilities  and 
service  to  carry  additional  railroad  riders  within  the  City  would  undoubt- 
edly be  appreciably  less  per  passenger  th^n  the  cost  of  building  and 
operating  new  subway  lines , 


Such  a  program  of  expanded  commuter  service  would  obviously  require  a 
cooperative  planning  and  financial  effort  between  the  railroad  and  variou  . 
governmental  agencies.    There  is  a  successful  precedent  for  such  an  effort 
in  the  Passenger  Service  Improvement  Corporation,  established  by  the  City 
of  Philadelphia  several  years  ago  and  now  in  the  process  of  being  broadened 
into  a  regional  agency, 

IIIo  LONG-RANGE  PROPOSALS 
Queens^Long  Island 

A  new  two-track  express  rapid  transit  tunnel  under  the  East  River  is  re- 
commended by  this  Commission  to  meet  growing  peak-hour  travel  requirements 
between  the  Queens-Long  Island  sector  and  Manhattan,  and  to  provide  the 
fastest  possible  ride  for  all  areas  served,,    This  express  tunnel  would 
be  best  located  in  the  vicinity  of  £9th  Street  to  provide  a  direct  con- 
nection between  East  Midtown  and  the  Queens  Plaza  area,  where  connections 
could  be  readily  provided  to  existing  or  proposed  rail  transit  lines  in 
Queens,    This  tunnel  would  be  two  miles  shorter  than  the  Transit  Authority's 
76th  Street  tunnel  plan, 

The  fastest,  cheapest,  and  best  way  to  make  this  new  transit  capacity 
available  to  growing  areas  of  Queens  is  to  extend  rapid  transit  service 
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out  along  existing  lines  of  the  Long  Island  Rail  Road,    Connections  could 
easily  be  made  in  the  Sunnyside  area  to  existing  Long  Island  lines  which 
have  the  potential  to  carry  considerably  more  trains,  but  are  presently 
limited  by  the  capacity  of  the  East  River  tunnels  leading  to  Penn  Station„ 
With  some  rearrangement  of  present  Long  Island  operations,  rapid  transit 
service  could  be  extended  from  the  nev  tunnel  out  along  the  North  Shore 
line  to  serve  the  growing  northeast  area  of  Queens  beyond  Flushing,, 
Service  could  likewise  be  extended  via  Rego  Park,  Jamaica,  and  the  Atlantic 
or  Montauk  Branch  to  serve  the  southeast  area  of  ^ueens  beyond  Jamaica 3 
Connections  to  the  Rockaway  line  and  extension  of  service  into  Nassau 
County  area  via  the  Main  Line  should  also  be  considered. 

In  addition  to  saving  se'veral  hundred  million  dollars  in  construction 
costs,  the  conversion  of  existing  Long  Island  facilities  to  rapid  transit 
use  has  several  advantages  over  new  subway  extensions-.    Express  service 
on  these  lines  would  be  from  5  to  20  minutes  faster  than  either  present 
or  proposed  subways;  would  attract  a  maximum  number  of  riders  from  out- 
lying areas  of  Queens  and  Nassau,,  thus  freeing  existing  lines  to  serve 
inlying  areas  of  Queens;  and  would  serve  those  areas  in  ^eens  where 
most  future  population  growth  may  be  antic ipated0 

Present  and  anticipated  Queens  population  growth  is  largely  concentrated 
along  existing  rapid  transit  and  Long  Island  lines „    Rapid  transit  on 
Long  Island  routes,  consequently,  would  serve  more  present  and  future 
Queens  residents  than  the  Transit  uithority  s  proposed  new  subway  ex- 
tensions which  would  largely  serve  recently  developed  low  density  resi- 
dential areas o 

About  900,000  people  or  half  of  all  rueens  residents,  live  within  one- 
half  mile  walking  distance  of  present  rapid  transit  lines.    As  many  as 
300^000  additional  Queens  residents,  or  16  per  cent  of  the  total  Borough 
population,  are  within  one-half  mile  of  existing  or  potential  service  on 
the  Long  Island  Rail  Road,    By  comparison,  the  extensions  proposed  by 
the  Transit  Authority  would  serve  an  additional  1U0,000  people,  or  8  per 
cent  of  the  population. 

In  terms  of  anticipated  growtn,  Long  Island  routes  could  continue  to 
serve  up  tc  twice  the  number  of  Queens  riders  as  the  Transit  Authority' s 
proposals „ 
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QUEENS  POPULATION  SERVED  BY  RAIL  TRANSIT 

PRESENT  AND  ESTIMATED  FUTURE  POPULATION  WITHIN  1/2  MILE  OF  RAIL  LINES 


1985 

Present  Population       Projected  Population 


Served 

Served 

Rail  Transit  Services 

Number  Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Existing  Lines 

900,000  50 

985,000 

h9 

Long  Island  Lines 

305,000  17 

360,000 

18 

Transit  Authority  Proposal 

1U0,000  8 

185,000 

9 

Total  Queens  Population 

1,810,000*  100 

2,000,000 

100 

*1960  U.S.  Census 


Construction  of  new  East  River  tunnels  and  the  utilization  of  existing 
lines  of  the  Long  Island  Rail  Road  would  provide  an  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce new  concepts  of  rapid  transit  service  in  the  Queens-Long  Island  sector. 
A  separate  new  service  might  combine  the  best  features  of  conventional 
urban  rapid  transit  and  suburban  railroad  service  with  the  latest  techno- 
logical developments  in  the  rail  transit  field.    The  efficiency  and  con- 
venience of  frequent  rapid  transit  service;  the  fast,  comfortable  ride 
provided  by  commuter  rail  service;  and  the  capacity  and  speed  to  be  gained 
from  new  signaling  techniques  and  high-speed  car  equipment  together  could 
promise  a  fast,  attractive,  efficient  service. 

High  quality  transit  service  to  Manhattan  -  such  as  that  which  could  be 
provided  on  the  Long  Island  line  -  is  one  of  the  few  real  hopes  for  re- 
lief from  the  monumental  highway  traffic  jams  which  plague  the  Long  Island 
Expressway  and  other  Queens  arteries.    Fast  service,  furthermore,  is  the 
only  kind  which  might  attract  any  significant  number  of  shoppers  and  other 
off-peak  travelers  to  travel  by  mass  transit  to  Manhattan. 


Manhattan  -  Bronx 

A  new  two-track  trunk  line  tunnel  deep  under  Madison  Avenue  if  proposed 
to  serve  the  growing  travel  needs  of  the  East  Midtown  area.    This  new 
two-mile  long  tunnel  would  tie  into  the  proposed  Queens  Tunnel  in  the 
vicinity  of  59th  Street  and  connect  with  the  presently  under-utilized 
BMT  Broadway  local  line  in  the  vicinity  of  Madison  Square.  Construction 
of  a  deep  rock  tunnel  along  this  route,  as  previously  proposed  by  the 


TRANSIT  AUTHORITY  PROPOSALS 


EACH  DOT  REPRESENT  IOOO  EMPLOYEES  (as  of  1958) 


Metropolitan  Rapid  Transit  Commission  ana  ether  surveys, would  minimize 
the  disruption  of  traffic  and  buildings  that  is  normally  associated  with 
subway  construction, 

This  Madison  Avenue  trunk  route  would  deliver  riders  within  easy  walking 
distance  of  Midtown  offices  and  stores  oetween  Sixth  and  Second  Avenues. 
It  would  afford  Grand  Central  Terminal  commuters  and  other  Eqst  Side 
travelers  an  additional  direct  service  bo  the  downtown  financial  district. 
If  an  East  Side  station  were  built  Ln  the  vicinity  of  33rd  Street  to 
accommodate  Long  Island  and  possible  !<!ew  Jersey  commuters, the  Madison 
Avenue  line  would  be  a  convenient  way  to  reach  either  Downtown  or  Midtown 
destinations . 

In  lower  Manhattan,  a  connection  between  the  8MT  Broadway  and  Nassau 
Street  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  City  Hall  Park  could  carry  the  Madison 
Avenue  service  directly  into  the  heart  of  the  financial  district  at 
Bread  and  Wall  Streets,    At  tne  same  time,  a  connection  between  the  IND 
Eighth  Avenue  local  line  and  the  BMT  Broadway  line  near  Hudson  Terminal 
could  provide  IND  service  to  the  lower  tip  of  Manhattan,, 

A  new  tvro-track  north-south  trunk  line  is  also  needed  on  Manhattan 
Island  betxreen  Midtown  and  Tne  Bronx  to  meet  critical  transit  needs  in 
this  sector  of  the  City.    West  Side  expresses  on  the  IRT  and  IND  subways 
and  both  locals  and  expresses  on  the  IRT  Lexington  Avenue  line  are  ore- 
sently  overloaded  by  a  total  of  nearly  3050C0  passengers  during  the  peak- 
hour  -  greater  than  correspcndi ng  overloads  on  all  Queens  lines  combined. 
Congestion  on  these  lines  is  caused  by  a  deficiency  of  transit  capacity 
in  the  high-density  residential  areas  of  the  upper'  East  Side  coupled  with 
continued  residential  growth  in  the  cuter  Bronx  and  increasing  numbers  of 
bus  commuters  crossing  the  George  Washington  Bridge  from  fast-growing 
3ergen  and  Rockland  Counties „ 

This  new  route  might  be  either  a  new  express  line  under  Central  Park  as 
proposed  by  the  Transit  Authority,  of  a  new  subway  on  Second  Avenue  de- 
signed to  serve  the  unmet  travel  needr-j  of  tne  growing  upper  East  Side  as 
well  as  The  Bronx.    There  are  various  lines  in  Tne  Bronx  which  might  tie 
into  this  new  trunk  route  including  the  IND  Concourse,  .the  IRT  Peiham, 
and  the  IRT  Byre  Avenue  lines  vi;   the  old  New  York,  T-festchester  and 
Boston  route e 

A  new  trunk  line  under  Manhattan  to  The  Bronx  should  have  a  top  priority 
in  future  rapid  transit  planning.    Most  careful  evaluation  of  various 
possiole  routes  for  a  new  line  be  The  Bronx  is  eorential  before  making 
any  final  commitment  to  a  specific  plan.    While  a  line  with  steps  on  the 
East  Side  would  attract  fewer  Bronx  riders  than  a  line  under  Central  Park, 
it  is  questionable  whether  the  Lexington  Avenue  subway  will  be  adequate 
by  itself  to  meet  present  and  future  travel  needs  of  East  Side  residents. 

The  present  IND  Sixth  Avenue  line  has  capacity  south  of  53rd  Street  to 
absorb  additional  service  from  The  Bronx.    A  north-fouth  connection  in 
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the  59th  Street  area  would  channel  service  into  the  one  west  side  subway- 
line  which  is  within  reasonable  walking  distance  of  some  east  side 
destinations* 

Brooklyn  -  Staten  Island 

Consideration  must  also  be  given  to  the  transit  needs  of  Brooklyn  and 
Staten  Island.    While  the  DeKal  b-Chrystie  Street  improvements  and  station 
platform  lengthenings  will  significantly  increase  subway  capacity  between 
Brooklyn  and  Manhattan,  any  City-wide  transit  program  should  also  include 
improvements  to  serve  the  growing  southeast  area  of  Brooklyn,  Reconsid- 
eration should  be  given  to  the  extension  of  the  Nostrand  Avenue  line  or 
other  possible  alternatives  to  afford  relief  to  the  BMT  Brighton  Beach 
line  and  give  more  direct  service  to  these  growing  areas. 

Now  that  the  Brooklyn-Staten  Island  Verrazano  Bridge  is  nearing  completion, 
plans  should  be  developed  for  better  transit  service  for  Staten  Island „ 
Bus  service  across  the  Bridge  to  connect  with  the  BMT  Uth  Avenue  line  in 
Bay  Ridge  is  already  under  consideration  by  various  agencies 0  Longer- 
range  planning  should  consider  the  future  need  for  more  direct  express 
transit  service  to  Manhattan,, 

VTiile  specific  transit  proposals  for  Brooklyn  and  Staten  Island  require 
more  study,  it  is  important  that  allowance  be  made  in  financial  programming 
for  such  future  improvements 


FINANCING  RAPID  TRANSIT 

Any  major  program  to  improve  rapid  transit  facilities  will  require  financing 
from  a  combination  of  sources  beyond  those  presently  available  to  and  used 
by  the  City  of  New  Torko    More  important,  it  will  require  a  new  point  of 
view0 

A  regional  approach  to  what  is  truly  a  regional  commuting  problem  is  manda- 
tory to  relieve  the  City  of  the  ever  growing  fi  nancial "  burden  which  transit 
improvements  will  otherwise  impose  on  the  municipal  budget.    It  may  be  the 
only  effective  means  of  preserving  low-fare  service  on  the  City's  present 
rapid  transit  system,, 

Over  the  years ,  City  government  has  lived  with  the  spectre  of  finding 
capital  funds  within  the  debt  limit  to  maintain  and  nurture  the  City's 
huge  transit  system,,     In  last  November's  Capital  Budget  Statement  the 
Commission  saids 
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"It  is  the  judgment  of  this  Commission  that  the  Capital  Budget 
provides  very  little  promise  for  solution  of  our  transportation 
problem  .  .  . .    It  is  difficult  to  expect  thar-  capital  needs 
of  a  transit  network,  which  has  1*8  billion  passengers  yearly 
and  237  miles  of  rail  lines  to  operate,  can  be  provided  within 
the  debt  limit  confines  of  the  CityJs  Capital  Budget,, 

"...  New  York  City,  as  the  hue  of  the  metropolitan  region  and 
.as  the  nation's  largest  center  of  commerce,  industry,  finance, 
culture  and  the  arts,  cannot  afford  a  "go  it  alone"  solution 
to  its  perplexing  mass  transportation  problems  except  by 
sacrificing  other  essential  municipal  services.     It  is  impera- 
tive that  the  State  and  Federal  governments,  as  well  as  other 
local  municipalities  dependent  upon  New  York's  well-being, 
assume  a  share  of  the  financial  responsibility  if  we  are  to  have 
an  adequate  program  for  transportation  in  the  tri -state  region." 

A  review  of  the  City's  Capital  Budget  and  Program  points  up  dramatically 
the  critical  position  in  which  we  would  be  placed  by  any  major  additions 
to  the  Transit  Authority's  schedule  of  capital  construction.    Insofar  as 
the  1963-6U  Capital  Budget  is  concerned,  there  originally  existed  an  un- 
reserved "safety  margin"  of  $50s000<,000.    This  is  set  aside  as  a  matter 
of  good  budgeting  to  cover  contingencies,  amendments,  and  increases  in 
construction  costs.    This  margin,  fixed  by  the  Comptroller,  is  -  by  far  - 
the  lowest  in  recent  years,  especially  considering  that  this  is  an  18- 
month  budget  compared  to  12 -month  budgets  of  the  past.    Capital  Budget 
amendments,  approved  or  pending,  have  cut  this  margin  to  about  $20,000,000. 
It  is  obvious  there  is  not  enough  money  to  begin  construction  of  a  new 
tunnel  under  the  East  River  during  this  budget  period. 

The  Capital  Program  for  the  next  five  years  poses  even  more  serious 
problems.    The  appropriation  of  even  a  small  amount  of  funds  to  start 
major  transit  construction  in  the  Budget  would  mandate  vastly  increased 
commitments  in  the  years  to  come.    As  was  pointed  out,  this  would  ulti- 
mately involve  some  $700  million  over  and  above  the  $170  million  cur- 
rently programmed  for  the  Authority's  capital  projects  through  1969. 
Any  increase  in  the  capital  program  for  the  Transit  Authority  could  be 
made  only  at  the  expense  of  improvements  already  scheduled  for  other  de- 
partments and  purposes.     Current  examination  cf  the  amounts  scheduled 
for  certain  high  priority  programs  -  schools,  nursing  homes,  water  pollu- 
tion control  and  urban  renewal  -  reveals  grossly  inadequate  allocations 
which  will  surely  have  to  be  increased  when  the  City  Planning  Commission 
prepares  its  next  Capital  Budge:,  and  Program, 

Better  utilization  of  existing  subaroan  railroad  facilities  would  sub- 
stantially reduce  future  capital  investments  fcr  new  subway  lines.  But 
a  minimum  long-range  transit  program  -  excluding  possible  future  improve- 
ments for  Brooklyn  and  Statent  Island  -  would  still  cost  almost  $500 
million. 
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ESTIMATED  LONG-RANGE  RAPID  TRANSIT  PROJECT  CAPITAL  COSTS 


 CPC  PROPOSAL  TA  PROPOSAL  

Cost  Cost 
Route  Miles      $  Million       Route  Miles     $  Million 


Queens  Tunnel  and 


Connections 

2.3 

$  75 

$139 

Madison  Avenue  Line 

1.9 

86 

Downtown  Improvements 

2.7 

23 

Queens  Extension 

25.0 

111* 

20.7 

375 

Bronx  Tunnel 

6.6 

179 

6.0 

163 

Total 

38,5 

$U77 

31.2 

$677 

Implementation  of  the  short-range  recommendations  of  the  Planning  Commission 
would  require  an  estimated  $?0  million  for  capital  improvements  beyond  those 
now  underway  or  programmed  by  the  Transit  Authority  and  the  Long  Island 
Rail  Road. 

There  is  no  easy  way  to  finance  any  of  the  transit  programs  discussed  in 
this  report.    However,  if  the  City's  transit  proposals  are  developed  in 
concert  with  regional  transportation  plans,  we  can  hope  to  attract  a 
maximum  amount  of  Federal  Aid  under  the  new  $375  million  urban  mass  transit 
assistance  program  now  under  consideration  by  Congress.    This  new  program, 
which  may  well  be  increased  in  size  in  future  vears,  reauires  that  transit 
projects,  to  be  eligible  for  a  two-thirds  Federal  Aid  grant,  be  consistent 
with  planning  for  a  total,  coordinated  urban  transportation  system. 

Similarly,  a  rapid  transit  program  geared  to  meet  regional  commuting  needs 
would  realistically  have  a  better  chance  of  attracting  State  financial 
assistance  than  facilities  designed  purely  for  City  residents.    And,  equally 
significant,  a  comprehensive  transit  program  would  also  have  cheater  appeal 
to  voters  who  might  be  asked  to  approve  a  constitutional  debt-limit  exemp- 
tion. 

The  improvement  of  new  lines  which  are  not  presently  part  of  the  subway 
system  gives  the  City  an  opportunity  to  find  relief  from  the  financial 
strait- jacket  imposed  by  the  present  flat-fare  policy.    A  faster,  more 
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camfortable  ride,  scaled  to  a  zoned  fare  would  offer  an  attractive  solu- 
tion to  the  commutation  problems  of  outer  Queens  while  providing  maximum 
protection  of  low  fares  on  the  existing  system, 

A  regional  approach  to  transit  improvement  promises  the  best  transit 
service  to  the  most  people  at  the  lowest  total  cost  to  the  City  of  New 
York. 
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